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U.S. Department 
of Transportation-

Maritime 
Administration 

: r: 

The Honorable Andrew M. Cuomo 
Governor of New York 
Albany, NY 12224 

ADMINISTRATOR 

June 22, 2013 

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Washington DC 20590 

Re: Deepwater Port License Application and Adjacent Coastal State Determination 

Dear Governor Cuomo: 

On September 28, 2012, Liberty Natural Gas LLC submitted an application to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation's (USDOT's) Maritime Administration (MARAD) for a license 
to own, construct, and operate a deepwater port offshore natural gas terminal known as Port 
Ambrose. Port Ambrose is proposed to be located approximately 17 nautical miles southeast 
of Jones Beach. New York, approximately 24 nautical miles east of Long Branch, New 
Jersey, and about 27 nautical miles from the entrance to New York Harbor. 

This letter is to inform you that MARAD has designated New York and New Jersey as 
adjacent coastal states for the Port Ambrose deep\vater port license application. In 
accordance with the Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended. a license to own. 
construct, and operate a deepwater port must be issued by MAI{AD. The DWPA requires 
consultation with the adjacent coastal state(s) and other Federal agencies to ensure any license 
issued under this authority is in the national interest. In addition, Section 1503 ( c)(8) of the 
DWPA states that, MAI{AD may issue a license in accordance with the provisions of this 
chapter if the Governor of the adjacent coastal state or states. pursuant to Section 1508 of this 
title, approves or is presumed to approve, issuance of the license. 

Enclosed is a copy of the Port Ambrose license application, a copy of which we will also 
forward to Mr. Matthew Maraglio of the New York Department of Stale (NYDOS) Office of 
Communities and Waterfronts. MARAD will work with your office and the NYDOS office 
to identify other key New York agencies and stakeholders to provide them with the Port 
Ambrose application information and an invitation to participate in the public comment 
process. 

All public hearings on the Port Ambrose application are to be concluded within 240 days after 
publication of the Notice of Application in the Federal Register. which MAIZAD published on 
June 14. Within 45 days of the final hearing, each adjacent coastal state Governor may notif~· 
MARi\D of their approval, approval with conditions, or disapproval of the application. 
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The Honorable Andrew M. Cuomo 

A similar letter has been sent to Governor Christopher Christie of New Jersey. If you have 
any questions, please call me at (202) 366-5823. We look forward to working with you and 
your staff. 

Sincerely. 

Acting Man· Administrator 

Enclosure 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Maritime 
Administration 

The Honorable Christopher J. Christie 
Governor of New Jersey 
Trenton, NJ 08624 

ADMINISTRATOR 

·- ~ 

June 22, 2013 

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Washington DC 20590 

Re: Deepwater Port License Application and Adjacent Coastal State Determination 

Dear Governor Christie: 

On September 28,2012, Liberty Natural Gas LLC submitted an application to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation's (USDOT's) Maritime Administration (MARAD) for a license 
to own, construct, and operate a deepwater port offshore natural gas terminal known as Port 
Ambrose. Port Ambrose is proposed to be located approximately 17 nautical miles southeast 
of Jones Beach, New York, approximately 24 nautical miles east of Long Branch, New 
Jersey, and about 27 nautical miles from the entrance to New York Harbor. 

This letter is to infonn you that MARAD has designated New Jersey and New York as 
adjacent coastal states for the Port Ambrose deepwater port license application. In 
accordance with the Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, a license to own, 
construct, and operate a deepwater port must be issued by MARAD. The DWPA requires 
consultation with the adjacent coastal state(s) and other Federal agencies to ensure any license 
issued under this authority is in the national interest. In addition, Section 1503 ( c )(8) of the 
DWPA states that, MARAD may issue a license in accordance with the provisions ofthis 
chapter if the Governor of the adjacent coastal state or states, pursuant to Section 1508 of this 
title, approves or is presumed to approve, issuance of the license. 

Enclosed is a copy of the Port Ambrose license application, a copy of which we will also 
forward to Mr. Martin Rosen of the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
(NJDEP), Coastal Management Program Office. MARAD will work with your office and the 
NJDEP to identify other key New Jersey agencies and stakeholders to provide them with the 
Port Ambrose application information and an invitation to participate in the public comment 
process. 

All public hearings on the Port Ambrose application are to be concluded within 240 days after 
publication of the Notice of Application in the Federal Register, which MARAD published on 
June 14. Within 45 days of the i!nal hearing, each adjacent coastal state Governor may notify 
MARAD of their approval, approval with conditions, or disapproval ofthe application. 
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The Honorable Christopher l Christie 

A similar letter has been sent to Governor Andrew Cuomo of New York. If you have any 
questions. please call me at (202) 366-5823. We look forward to vvorking with you and your 
staff. 

Sincerely, 

~J. 
Acting Maritime Administrator 

Enclosure 



Department of Transportation 
Docket Management Facility 
West Building, Ground Floor, Room W12-140 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE. 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
NORTHEAST REGION 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

AUG -a 2013 

Re: Port Ambrose Deepwater Port Notice of Intent; Docket# USCG-2013-0363 

We have reviewed the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Port Ambrose Deepwater Port. Under the current proposal, Liberty Natural Gas, 
LLC proposes to construct, own and operate a deepwater port and its attendant liquefied natural 
gas (LNG) terminal in the New York Bight, approximately 17 nautical miles southeast of Jones 
Beach, New York and 24 nautical miles east ofLong Branch, New Jersey. The proposed facility 
features two Submerged Turret Loading™ buoy systems (STL Buoy) which would receive natu
ral gas released from purpose-built LNG regassification vessels (LNGRVs) and subsequently 
introduce it into the existing Transco Lateral for distribution to customers onshore. The lateral 
pipeline facilities lie approximately 2.2 nautical miles south of Long Beach, New York and 13 
nautical miles east of Sandy Hook, New Jersey. The proposed LNG carriers would deliver, on 
average, 400 million standard cubic feet of natural gas per day (MMscfd) and would use recircu
lation ballast water cooling systems, eliminating vessel discharges from vaporization. The Port 
Ambrose facilities are estimated to be receiving approximately 45 deliveries annually. 

Project Setting 
The New York Bight, a subset of the larger Mid-Atlantic Bight portion of the Northwest Atlantic 
Ocean, lies at the interface of an immense and interconnected system of open ocean waters, adja
cent coastlands, estuarine embayments, and extensive upland watersheds. The extensive habitat 
complex ofthe New York Bight provides critical habitat values and functions (i.e., migratory 
corridors and breeding/spawning, nursery, overwintering, and foraging grounds) for a wide va
riety offish and wildlife resources. While some species occur in the New York Bight as full time 
residents, many are occasional or seasonal transients or highly migratory species. In recognition 
ofthese uses, essential fish habitat has been designated throughout the New York Bight and thus, 
the Port Ambrose study area for a wide variety of federally managed fishery resources. 

The immediate project vicinity is used for a variety of purposes ranging from fishing and marine 
transportation, to providing utility transmission corridors and recreation opportunities. The New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation manages and maintains several success-
ful artificial reef sites nearby, including several within or adjacent to the proposed Port Ambrose 
site. These reefs are visited actively by birders, recreational fishers and commercial harvesters 
who obtain access via private vessel, party boat charters or other watercraft hailing from docks 
and ports in the New York/New Jersey area. Given the important ecological values and functions 
that the local habitats provide for fish and wildlife, as well as the important socio-economic a!); oATMosp"'•'" 
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recreational services that the area provides to the human coninninity, it will be vital for the EIS 
to evaluate fully any·r:easonably foreseeable direct;indirect, or cumulative effects associated with 
construction and use of the Deepwater Port facilities. We are concemed that the preliminary in-· 
formation is too reliant on data of opportunity or generic regional characterizations of historic · 
species assemblages to be useful for supporting the necessary evaluations for site 'selection and . 
preferred altemative identification. · · 

Pertinent Reguiatory Authorities· 
The statutes which set forth our mutual responsibilities'lmder the ~tfagnuson Stevens Fishery 
Cons~rvation and Management Act (MSFCMA), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(FWCA), the Endangered Species Act(ESA) and the Marine Mamm:al Protection Act (MMPA) 
have already been presented in our completeriess reView comments dated October 17, 2012. 
These statutes c61Iectively provide the framework and authority for oudnvolvement in evaluat
ing potential impaCts to fish, wildlife, arid their habitats which arise from a wide range of water 
resource development projects and other hunian activities. · · 

General Comments ' · · ~. 
As stated' in our October·17,'2012 coniments, the EIS should provide sufficientdata, studies, 
analyses', and preliminary determinations in order for tis to complete the :necessary coordination 
and meet our mutual regulatory obligations in a timely manner. We:note that the baseline for· · ' 
some of these determinations and evaluations has changed since Liberty's 2010 application and 
the process established for that review must hi>ilpdated accordingly to suffice for the Port Am
brose appllcation. For in·statlce, ce1iain project details have been revised: five distinct population 
segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon (Aciperiser oxyrinchus) have beet1listed under the ESA 
(New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, South Atlantic and Carolina DPSs are listed as endangered, 
while the·Gulf ofMaineDPS:is listed as threatened (77 FR 5880; 77 FR 5914; February 6, 
2012). In addition, living aquatic resource populations inhabiting or'Visiting the area have not 
remained static. Accordingly, the current effort must be tailored to reflect the current proposal 
and local habitat or natural resource population conditions. We strongly suggest that all data gaps 
arid issues of concern that were raised in ofu completeness review comments, including the· need 
to collect more appropriate or :representative ichthyoplankton and benthic samples, should be ; · 
completed and the results incorporated in the draft EIS prior to its being reade available for pub
lic review and comment. These more comprehensive findings also should be used explicitly to' 
suppordhe rationale used to select or reject particular system or design alternatives; to explain ' 
how'impacts would be avoided and minimized to the extent practicable; and also to substantiate 
why the projeCt proponents consider their proposed mitigation strategies reasonable compensa
tion for tosses or harm that accrues during construction and over the life· of the project. 

In·addition to the themes that we raised previously,' it is important tO acknowledge that climate 
ch<rilge· has r:i:sen to heightened importance in the wake ofsignificant storms in the New · · ' · 
York!NewJersey region: Most recently, Hurricane Irene, Tropical Storm Lee, and Super Storm 
Sand:{cre·ated significant local damage·and spawned major natural disasters in·nearby cuastal 
areas. 'The EIS' should consider how changes in sea level, habitat use and local speci'es· assem
blages are likely to unfold during the life of the project and what their consequences might be. 
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Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Manag~me11t Act , . 
As described in our October 17, 2012, Ietter, we are concerned with the potential effectsto these 
species and habitats from the proposed constructiot?-, operation, maintenance,. repair, :;md.eventual 
decommissioning qft];ly Port Ambrose LNG terminaL The~e conce~s.ip.~lude, but a,re,n9tlim- .. 
ited to: benthic h~bitat dis~urbances;Joss of fishery resourc~s an,d,prey through,.entrainm~nt or as 
a consequence of thermal impacts; and a variety of other direct, ,indirect anq: <_;umulative ~IT1Pilcts . 
that would accompany project development and operations. As you are aware, the MSFCMA 
requires federal agencies to consult with the Secretary ofCommerce,.tll.r<?ugh ~PAA's,National 
Marine Fjsheries Se-rvice,. with.re.spect tG>: ''apy action ~u~h0riz~d,, fund;e~, 0r undertaken.,,_or pro
posed to be autbodzed,, funded, or un<l;yrtaken, by such agency that.may adver~ely affect a1,1y es
sential fish h~bitat f6F:ij) i~entifi~d. under this: Act." l-6; U.S.. C. § 18 55 (b )(2) .. Thy, statue defines 
EFH as "thos.e w~ters. and .substrates necessary to. fish sp~wnip.g, lm;;eding" fe~f:lill,i ,or grgvvth to 
maturity~" 16 U.S.C § 1853( a)(7) and §. 180~(1 O).,O!Jr regulations further de£W,e. EFH ac;lding, 
among other things, that '"necessary'. means. the.)mpitat required to support a. sustaina~l.Y fisl;lery: 
and the managed species' contribution toahealthy ecosystem." 50 C.F.R.§6QO.l0. 

The USCG/MARAD must consult with us pursuant to section 305(b)(2) of the MSFCMA.on "all 
actions or proposed actions authori:.?;ed, funde4 .or:unqerta).:en" thatmay adversely affe~t EFH. .. 
Adv:erse effects to EPfl. are .defined in our regulations .as "any. impact that reduc~s the quality. or 
quantity ofEFH."The.regulatioi).sstate: .. ; .... , , 

.· . 
· ·. An adverse effect may include direct.or ind~rect,phy,siqal, chemical or.biologic11l 
· · · · alterations ofthe water or substrate andanyloss of, or injury to, benthic organisms,. 

prey species and· their habitat and ot11er ecosystems components, if such modifications 
reduce the quality an9/or qvantity pf~FH, Advers.e effects to EFH may result from . 

';' action o.ccurring within EEH or outside ~FH and 11,1ay include·sj~e-~pecific or habitat- .. 
wide impacts, including ind~vidual, cumuliitive, or synergistic consequences qf actions. 
,50 C.P.R. 600.810(a). , . 

~ ' i 

The r:egulations~at 50 C.F .R. 600.920 set forth the con;s~lt'j.tion process that will allow us to make 
a detennination of this projec~'s'effects on EFH and p~ovideconservation recommendations .. to .. 
the.USCG/.MARAD on actions that would adversely affect such habitat pursuant to .section. 
305(b)(4)(A}oftbe MSECMA. TQ initiate an EFH consultation, you must submitaJ?. EFH as- · 
sessment to us;· Required components of an EPH assessment include ~'a ~description of th~ action; 
and, analysis of the potential adverse effects of the a<;tion on EFH a11:d ,th~ fl?.anaged species; the 
federal agency's conclusions regarding the effects ofthe action on EPH; and the prpp9~ed m~ti
gation, if applicable." See 50 C.P.R. §600.920(~)(3). Should the proj(;!ct result in.su.bstantialad- , 
verse impacts to EPH, and expanded EPH consultation may be necessary. See §600.920(i). In the 
event. of an expanded EPH consultation,, we may .encourage the. USCG/MA,RAD to include addh 
tional information in the EPH assessment such as results on on-site inspections, vi~ws of recog .. 
nized experts, a review of pertinent literature, an analysis of altemati~res and any oth~r _relevant : 
information. See 50 C.P.R .. §600.920(e)(4). Finally. gep,ending o'n:, the degree and!type 9fhabit~t··. 
impact,· compensatory mitigation may be. necessary to offset permanent. and temporary effects of 
the project. : i • . , . • ~ . • . . · 
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Documentation made available for consideration refers to the proposeefprojectarea as being con
tained within multiple "10-minute by 10-minute EFH blocks.'" We presume that such reference 
stems from some ofthe material that appears in the NMFS No1iheast Region's webpage in the 
section entitled Guide to· Essential Fish H-abitat Designations in the Northeastern United States. 
To clarify, the guide is intended only as a quick reference to determine the species1and.life stages 
for which EFH is most likely to be designated in a particular.ar~a. '~n_ order to determine local 
EFH designations, it is necessary to consult the actual EFH descriptions, habitat preferences and 
life history parameters provided in the Guide ,to EFH l)escr.iptiqns for each species. In some 
cases, it also may be necessary to refer to the more,.extensive information provided in tl:le actual 
designation. documents and current Fishery Management Plans .. After you have made any neces
sary corrections to the EFH list for this project, and before y~ur proceed with preparing an EFH 
asse$sment, we sugge~t tha.t.yoll:first coor~inate wit~ us t.~ ensure that the list of designations ~s 
compl~te and that we _mutually agree that the nature and;.scope of issues that Y,ou plan to include 
in the.EFH ass~ssment wil~ adequately present-and analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulatjve · 

• ~ •••• , • • • • ·' 1 • '· • • ' ; •• l' 

effects of the project both; during * construction and in the interim, until it is .decommissiqnefl. . \ . . .. . . ' . 

' ' ' •. t ·:. ·, ~ . . • ' ' • ' ' 

Fish,and. Wildlife Coordi!)~ti~n Act . . . . . . . , , .·. . . 
The FW(_:A provides autl:lority for our involvement in evaluating impacts to fish and wild\ife. 
from proposed water resource de:velopmentprojects av.d other hruna:ri activities that may affect .. 
waters ofthe United States. The FWCA specifically requires ·that wildlife conservation be given 
equal consideration to other features of water resource development programs through planning, 
development, maintenance and coordination ofwildl.iJe conservation and rehabilitation. Wildlife 
and wildlife resources are defined by the Act to. in~lude: birds, fish, manunals and all ,other _:c~flS:- . 
ses of wild animals and all types ofaquatic andland vegetation.upon which. such wildlife d~
pendent These consultation and coordination activities are 'intende~ to prevent loss or damage to 
fish and wildliferesources and to provideappropriate measure_~t~' mitigaiy advers~ impacts.as:- '· .. 
sociated with prop() sed human a:-ti vi ties; ._ : · . _ · 

• ,, "1 . ' : • 

While many of the impapts that would,accme to federally ma.."laged fishery resource~ underth~ 
MSFCMA also .would accrue to FWCA ~pecies, it i~jmportant' to note that the int.etests of some,. 
species would not be represented adequateiy by.relyirig on. the EFH assessment aione. For in- ' ' ' 
stance, lobsters and crabs do not have an appropriate surrogate among the federally managed 
fishery resources that have EFH designated in the project vicinity and their needs and those of 
other nor).,-represented species should-be discussed at length in this section. Similarly, the behav
iors anci ~abitat needs of diad~on{ous-and .estuary-:-dt(penden;J~shes may not be represented b?', a; -
disc1,1ssion surrounding mariner fishes. The discussion for. FWCA spec_ies. should be designed : : ' 
around an e<;ological gu1ld model that uses locally important species. to evaluate the project im
pacts to, .<;>rganisms or populations asso~i~ted with the various trophic leveis and life history strat,
egies exhlbit~d by FWCA species kn?.wn to occupy th~ pr9ject site as' residents 0~ transients. Fo-' 
cus shou~cL be on issues surrounding particular species, life history stages, or habitat components. 
th'!J, wo~ld. b~·~m.ost su.s<;~ptible .to the -various. ootential impacts. · · 

• < .,._. ' l . ~ < J j ,.' · '• • . . • • • ', ' . •; 0 ' •. I ; ..._ ,' ' • •. • 

.,· .. 
~ ! f 

... ;· 
:t ,. 

End~nger,ed Species Act . 
The fo'no~ing ESA listed species under our juri.sdiction are likely to be found -in the New York· 
Bight, and thus, the Port Ambrose project area: · 
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• North Atlanticright. .whale ,(Eabalae7:2a glacialis );. , ·, > " . 
... Humpbackwhale(Megaptei'a.novaeangliae), ··r 

• Fin whale (Balitenopteraphysalus), .. 
• · Northwest Atlantic· Ocean DistinctPopulation·Seginent (DPS) ofloggerhead sea turtle 

(Caretta caretta}, ·' · 1,; · • · · '· · 

• · 'Kemp('s ridley ·sea:tunle: (Leptdochelys kejnpi)~· . ·: · · 
· •'' Gteen seahittle (Chelonia mydds), .. .~ r" ., 

e'· Leatherback se~turtle (DeFfno'Chelys.'c6hacea);'and .o~ '·· ' 

· •:- Atlari.tic'siurgeoii:{A'cipenser axyfb·zchits),·incltiding··a:ll :5 DPSs {New· York Bight; 
. :·· Caroliria;·s>diith1Atla.htic; Chesap'eake Bay, and Gulf ofMaine). · . ·r ·· ' '. · 
'! fff ~-~ il 4 '{~ ·'.(1 )' i .. \ '·: ·~~·. . ' .. ·.~~ 

As provided in bui · bctooer 1 1' 7; 2012: letter, w~1 im:! ·coircerhed \Vith the ·potential ·effects tt5· these 
spe6i~s from !the propbse'cfcon'str{tctlm'l; 'openitfon (including maintenance and: repair), and de- ~ 
comrili~s'i'oMng 'of the :Pc;ni Ambtose LN,ct: hSrmihal~'.lhese concerns i~clude~·but ~re~no(limited r 
to, t~Jlge''wliale ship'stfike/ve'ssd collisibn;'lishid"species;tnteractionsiwith' pr6ject equipment;• . '} 
alteration of the physical environment and essential habitat; phytoplankton/zooplankton entrain
ment vja seawater withdrawal; and acoustic disturbance that-cmila 'result ih'in:jrif.Y or har'assment 
to our)isted' speCies (se'e October 11; 20t2, reth~r fot''firrther.!d_et~His). The:Ers needs to c6hsider 
and proviqe' a, thorough analysfs '6'f tltese issues aiid their direct, 'ftidirect/ aJidlciunulati\}e reffe6ts;: 
tO OUflisted~SpecieSarld thdr'habitat. ., .;;>:•'; ( .. ".<! <! y;, ·, .'· ,·,,' ; :> .:· · ~,.. '.L'• . · •; ': 

•• ·· -·::-· ~~;·, .. . , _<. ~):r:1:~ .... /Y1 ., ! n ~ -: 1 r:· ~ / 'Ji. ··r:.n·. ::- .. : 

Additionaliy; as you Jffi<rw,' sedion''7: ofth~. Endan~eie'd Spebies Acf (l 6 u .S.c.:'§ 1536(a)(2)) . . 
requires·;Federai agencie~ to consult'whh the Sec're'tary ofCoimnerce; throughNOAA~'td insure · 
that "any action authorfzetl, funded; '6rcariied otit by'such agency:· .. ' is·hot likely to jeopardize' 
the c6ntimied exist~rrce··of any ·endangered·s_pedes m tlite'atened species or 'adverseiy''rhoditY ·or.· 
destroy [designated] critical habitat'::: ."'See also SOiC.F'.'R. part402: As f2SA listed ~pecie·s un~ 
der'our jurisdiction will occur in the project area, and effects'to'these·spedes·are likeiy; consulta
tion under the ESA will be necessary (See 50 C.F .R. § 402.14). As such, further coordination 
wili'be tiecessary'vHth bur P~otected'R.esout'ces·'bfvisiC>n to)heet your obligations under·section 7 
of the ESA. ·Additionally; the inforinat1un: and analysis:pr~sented ir1your·EJ:S:will be es·sentiaHn 
our ftituJ;ecoordination' and:. consultation on' the pr0posed3i:tetion. · · · ·· · · · ' · ' :' · · · 

'II . t"! I'' 

Marine M~mm~l·Protection;Act ,; .J: 

As prdvided in 'our October 17, 2012, letter, tinder the'MMPA, the Secretary bfComrrieice, ,; · ·. 
thtmighNOAA, may authorize the take of small niiriibers .. ofmatin'elffiilinriuils irrddentai t6''6th~. 
erwise lawful activities provided that the takirlgs would have rio mdre'tli~ a negligible 'impact ·' 
on' those marine. rrtammai' spe<;:ies 'and' \Vou'ld 'riot ):lave ari"unrnitigatable adverse impact dn the1 

' : ·: 

availaoillty bftiibs:e sp~Ci'es f'or'sUbsistence uses~ -'An 1a:d:ivity has ·a ''t1eg1igible impact" on' a sp.e':! 
des oirstock1 when it i's deterthinedtnat'total taking by the\ictivhy is not reasonabl{Hkely tore.:'. 
du6~arinual:rates of survHral 'or:·annmifrecruitinent ·(i:e.,ioffspririg survi~ar;· birth rafes).'lvfost in" 
cidental take authorizations to date have involved the inCidental haras'sfribit 'of marine bJ.mii!nitls ( 
by sound. In the event that any aspect ofthe project will result in a marine mammal "take," you 
or the project applicant would be responsible for obtaining an incidental take"<hithori:iation'ih: 
advance from us. See 'i'6 U.S.C. ·§§ 1371(a:)(5)'(A)and (a)(~)(D): ' ... : .. :. ' ... 'r;: ncJ. ·: .·. 

; . i~~ ;, .·· .. j'··. ~j·~: •!;.~ ,:·'_:. ; ' ; 
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CommJD.t§i on Defined Project Ele~ents ' ' 
• , • • 1 1 I ' I··. \ ... k: :", : 

Project 'Aft'ern'atives Discussion ·' · ·: · · · · · ·y -' i: 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that the environmental analysis in
cludes a robust discussion of system, design, conservation, and other alternatives that could be 
used' to addres~ :the stated project need. While the' supplemental informa-Eion prdvided for o111r ·". · 
considei·ation includes many apprcrpii'ate'sections for review, ialfematives to~: be considerecl-should 
be fully· supported.·In iiddition; the relative advanta'ges and dis-advantages ·fdi" eaeh alternative· are: 
presetited ~·o expl~in how ·each' dpti~n fulfills the 6verarching goals of a'ioiding, mihimizirig, ·and, 
mitigatirig the long and' short term impacts as 'fully as practioable.· This-section alsci ·should de.;·· · 
sci·ibe

1 

whfthe prop'osed site is ·being considered over other regional alteniatiVes/ It will' '00 criti -·. 
callfifrij)6rtant for 'the p'toject proponents to jtistify why this 1location'is--the inostlsuitable and ... l 
least envirorimehtaliiaarriaging·altemative a+ailable and·why other potentiat sites in 1:he New.: · 
York Bight were rejected. We specifically note that such an advanced stance on project siting' is 
premature given that the initial ichthyoplankton, benthic invertebrate, and other natural resource 
inventories do not adequately characterize local pbpufatiotis. ..,:, ' ·»· · ',,,\ •. ·. , .•• ~: · ''''1 

. ·.: . .:·-:r -.:·. '· ... :' ;-. '\ 

Cqmpteril:Project' , ' · · · .. · · •: ·:' ·.,:: · .r · ,r ·.o:· : . ,. 

The1DEIS should iriclude 1appropriate descriptive ti.arrativ'e for 'all project eleme1its, including·: · '.: 
tenipdhl.rlly disturbecd parcels on la!id that are riedessary for staging or fabrication.~ The 'discussion 
should' assess all direct,' hidirect and clilriulative impadfs' associated -with the project from th~eini ;_r' 

tial const:tuctiori; to those'that wciuld;acbrue While' the f~Cilities are in operation, are being r.e·: ' .. 
paired or maintained, and ultimately are decommissioned. This will allow us to better understand 
the scope of the proposed action and the USCG/MARAD's analysis. 

Waierlntakes and Discharges '· 
The information regarding the &mount ofwate:r thatwould be used 'to hydrostatically test the:·pipe 
and details concerning the ma.riller and conditions und.et which it would be drawn should be' stat;..:: 
ed as clea:dy and thoroughly as possible. As the water is dravvn; it will entraih--various life' stages : 
of managed resources or their prey which will die. The EIS should include details on any and all · 
met~ods or measures that would be observed to ·prevent' entrainment and assot>iated mortality. , · . 
Closed cycle ·systems would greatly reduce the amount of water that would have to be drawn in ' . 
for coolin~'arttl supplyir1g the regassification. vessel's "domestic" water supply: Similarly, the~
vessels will have intakes for receiving ballast water as the LNG is returned to a gaseous state and 
introduced into the lateral thr?ugh the STL Buoy,, · . 1 . 

Water discharges related to the hydrostatic testing may include biocides. This discussion should 
iridude a 1coihpl~te explanation ofwhaf substances would be permitted for use, information on 
how the water woultl be rendered safe for discharge into the water way'or:otherwise'disposed, , .. 
and any other' related information. Discharges from the tankers: regassification cooling systems . 1 

would be:thermallycenri'ehed and ·create a plume emanating from the discharge point. Mitigation, 
including foregoing use of open systems or requiring diffusers or other: design features; could be 
used to mitigate thermal impacts or largely avoid them. We note that excess heat can kill or harm 
susceptible organisms by exceeding the temperatures they are capable ofwithstanding,-and stim..: 
ulating ·spike's idlodil biol~gicai 'oX.ygei1 oerru\tid. The thermal phimes associated with the regasi
fi'd1tion· process ·also can· ere<:lte anificial-th:erma1 refuges that could eio:tioe semitropical fishes and 
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sea turtles to remain in the project past the period in in the fall when they normally.migrat.e to . 
southerly waters, rendering them susceptible to hypothemiia-related mortality. These and other 
threats should be included in the evaluation and considered in selecting the eventual preferred." .. 
projectalt~mative ........ , , , . _,.,,. '·~'·· ·' 

• j. t t ; . :.: . I . . • ; . . . • ' I ') :). ! J ~ 

Whether they-are·phy~ically entrainedor a,dvers~ly affeqted by th~rmally e_J.?."richetd.dischc~.r~esL.·. 
organisms lost to the system; are no, lo:q.ger av().ila,.ble to recf,llit-tqJisheries? a~d thus, could result,; 
in fe:wer,pot~ntial-preybeing.availa.b1e for survivors an~rother adyerse i!l1pac~s:•Ihe,area.en·t-: :J: 

gulfed in the plume;poten~ially COlJld it:u;lude one or more of t~~-NY,S.DEC reef, sites or na,~u!'tl. 
areas that provide similar functions. Hydrologic modeling is necessary to establish the li~ely ar,~'"
al extent ahd behavior. of the plume..unper variOUS_.conditi~IlS to UJ;J.qerstandwbethfr ~h~ re,~fs, 0~~-' . 

other $ensitive areas ,in the general. vicinity-:would be adversely. a(f~c~~d by the therwal,p.l ¥,~~·~ , 
The,EIS should:include all appropri!lte ,an<J. prac~icable means ofa~9iding :a!14:m,i;nimizing these 
imp'!-_cts.. _ , . . · .. , 

_,:;." •.• ;.·: i: ;;·'tj .-:~.,··rH~!-:·1· ·;·5 

Need for Enhanced Site Characteristics;Studies ) . , ... . -··''· , ... _ . ·:·, 
As noted in our completeness review comments, more robust studies are necessary to understand 
the species assemblage that is present at the proposed site alternatives in order to faciJitat:c ~':'~~l,u~, 
ationlof project impacts, on those biota.· Since there :is a ~easonal qomponent. assoy,iat,ed 'Nith dif-?·. 
fereni species and life stage~~ we suggest that ().llY: s,m--y;ey c9nductyd for t~is P!Oject mtisti!f~hicie. 
appropriately designed and :sited ~nvestigat~ons that.ppyide bot11: q\ml~tative; and quantit~1iye )in-.;
formation.rega.rding the spe.cies.prest~nt, th~ir, relativ~ abunda.~c;_e 1 and. othe,r per,tinent _ip.f~~-;- . , · 
mati,on .. • .. ,, ·"' ). ',, ., ' '· ,., 

. l 
. J._,,. . ' 

'·''. 
,, >!I 

Fisheries Information 
We.recommend that the applicant provide additional fisheries information, -ipcl;tJdinginfm;mation 
on the. economic impacts of a potential fisheries exc~'llsion zone. )t is iii?-porta.p.t to use cun;ent , i 
anili{~ccurate.data,and information in determinjng th<; p,otential impacts _on qisforical, .yurrent and 
future.fishing activitie.~. The proposed DWP site is :in area known as Cholera,I~ank. '{h;~~ are~ 
arid the. adjacent Middle Ground, Angler Bank, East of Chplera ~d Mu~sel.g;rounds are aJl . 
important recr~atioual and commercial fishing_ gro\ln,ds. The applicant should 4isc;uss the. , , , 
economic impacts caused by the creatiop. of 'lU exclusi9n zone that wopld preclude,comme~cial. 
and recreational ·fishing activity in, .the area. We recommend a discussion of ec.<;>log~cal ~ffects to 
fishery resources as a result of: the exclusion of commer,ciaL fishing operations be,.i:J)ld't\dy,d. , F 9r 
example, issues such as displacement of existing commercial fisheries into other areas .~e.sulting,. 
in increased fishing pressure to other locations need to be addressed. 

'' :... ' ·, r\• ,; 'i 

We also,:r:ecommendthatyou include in the NEPA documenta·comprehensjve,Eiiscl,lssipn_l)ft,he: 
socio-eco,no:mic impaets .res;ultingfrom1the potential ~xclus~og ofpommerc'ial and recr~atip_na,l u·: 
fishing. operations within the.rvicinity, of the D WP area .. , Jhe NEP A· doctuu,ent .sl1oulq Cf.lso,, • .. ;".:, 
evalu~te the :regional impacts 0\1 ~fishing pot1-s resulting; frq.m. tb.e ;p_qt~ntiJ!l: c~qsuy~;.O,(!~v~s~, :tf!~4ing 
groundsdue.toLNG.·op~rations.-~ ,:Ji .:.::1 _ ... : .. ~r·u:•'"'r: .,,·:o , . .._ r:·.,:.;, .:.<~ .,. ·:;rL 

'.: ~··; ,\.''" ··' ., ;·,; 1 ·;~ ' ! . jL! >1!' _; -~r,-·t ··,;,) ~ :I.::;,r "',~': 

Cumulative Effects . . · ., . 1 , . . , ,._. -. · . u;, . ,,,. -1 ,,, ")!:! r ~r .r ·r , .. 
We recommend :that the a,pplica:Q.t: m,ore clearly de;s.cril?e thex~latiql).:shiP, bet;ween; ~~~_.project ~d 
other projects i?, the area,_ · Th,e: applicant notes the leas~ ,aPI;>tfc{lti9n by: tlw."N e;~v,;)';9.r~.Rp;wer. Au-
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thority to develop an offshore wind facility in close proximity to the proposed DWP location. 
While the applicant suggests the potential for compatible uses between the two facilities, the Port 
Ambrose project should consider cumulative effects of the two projects on fish habitat, fishery 
resources and commercial and recreational fishing activities. 

Conclusion 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments in response to the NOI to prepare an 
EIS for the proposed Port Ambrose LNG Deepwater Port. We look forward to working with you 
as the project is better defined and the preferred alternatives are identified. If you have any 
questions regarding our habitat area of responsibility, please contact me at 978-281-9131. For 
ESA listed species issues, please contact Danielle Palmer of our Protected Resources Division 
(928-281-9468). 

cc Colonel Paul Owen, ACOE 
Jodi MacDonald, ACOE 
Mark Prescott, USCG 
Eric Schrading, USFWS 
David Stillwell, USFWS 
Steven Sinkevich, USFWS 
Linda Canzanelli, NPS 
Christopher Moore, MAFMC 
Grace Musumeci, USEP A 
Robert Martin, NJDEP 
David Chanda, NJDEP 
David Fanz, NJDEP 
Venetia Lannon, NYDEC 
Peter Scully, NYDEC 
Jeffery Zappieri, NYDOS 
Tim McCune, NMFS HQ 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Boelke 
Field Office Supervisor 
For Habitat Conservation 
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U.S. Department o~· Homeland Security •?) ... • 

United States -
Coast Guard 

Mr. Mark Mun-ay-Brown 
Protected Resources Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 

,: .. ~i:,:f\iT r·~t~ 

.3~Te~-~~~f~~~~i~~4ard 
• .: '·~·· 1 . • .. _ , :._,~ t ~ .... t 1-, "~ ; I~ ',; __ ; --, 

Northeast Regional Office, Protected Resource Office 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester MA 01930 

2100 Second Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Symbol: CG-OES-4 
Phone: (202) 372-1444 
Fax: (202) 372-1926 
Email: Curtis.E.Borland@uscg.mil 

16613 

Alii, n P 2013 

Subject: REQUEST FOR INFORMAL CONSULTATION- LIBERTY NATURAL GAS LLC 
DEEPWATER PORT (USCG-2013-0363) 

Dear Mr. Mun-ay-Brown: 

On September 28, 2012, Liberty Natural Gas LLC (Liberty) submitted an application to own, 
construct, and operate a deepwater port (DWP). The proposed port would be located in Federal 
waters approximately 17 nautical miles southeast of Jones Beach, New York, approximately 24 
nautical miles east of Long Branch, New Jersey, and about 27 nautical miles from the entrance to 
New York Harbor, in a water depth of approximately I 03 feet. 

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) would be delivered from purpose-built LNG regasification vessels, 
vaporized on site, and delivered through two Submerged Tun-et Loading Buoys (STL Buoys), 
flexible riser/umbilical, subsea manifold and lateral pipelines to a buried 19 nautical mile subsea 
pipeline connecting to the existing Transco Lower New York Bay Lateral in New York State 
waters approximately 2.2 nautical miles south of Long Beach, New York and 13 nautical miles 
east of New Jersey. The buoys would be lowered to rest on a landing pad when not in use and 
would also include a pile-anchored mooring an-ay. The Liberty deepwater port license 
application is available for viewing and downloading from the Federal Docket Management 
Facility site at http://www.regulations.gov, Docket Number "USCG-2013-0363". 

As stated in our Notice oflntent, dated June 24, 2013, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and 
Maritime Administration (MARAD) are preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as 
pat1 of the processing of Liberty's license application. Past experience in analyzing the 
construction and operation of similarly situated deepwater ports leads us to make a preliminary 
conclusion that construction and operation of the Port Ambrose deepwater port may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect, species listed as threatened or endangered, or designated critical 
habitat, under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). However, we intend to fully analyze these 
matters in the EIS and look forward to your assistance in validating the data that is gathered. 1 

The EIS is being prepared in accordance with the provisions of the Deepwater Port Act of 1974, 
as amended (33 U.S.C. §1501 et seq.); the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 
et seq.), as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 C.F.R. §§ 

1 If the analysis shows that there may be an adverse affect on listed species or critical habitat, the EIS would be 
submitted as our Biological Assessment/Evaluation of the proposed action to initiate formal consultation. 



Subj: REQUEST FOR INFORMAL CONSULTATION- 16613 
LIBERTY NATURAL GAS LLC DEEPWATER PORT (USCG-2013-0363) 

1500-1508); USCG Commandant Instruction M16475.1D (National Enviromnental Policy Act 
Implementing Procedures and Policy for Considering Environmental Impacts); Department of 
Homeland Security Directive 023-01 Envirorunental Plmming program; and other appropriate 
and applicable regulations. 

In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, as amended, we seek to informally consult with your 
office regarding the presence of federally-listed threatened and endangered species and critical 
habitat that may be affected by the Proposed Action. To fully assess the potential impacts 
associated with the Proposed Action, we request you provide us with a list of threatened and 
endangered species and designated critical habitat that occurs within the Region of Influence 
(ROI). 

We will also consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the presence of federally
listed threatened and endangered species and designated critical habitat under their jurisdiction 
and with the NOAA Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division regarding essential fish habitat 
(EFH) 

Tetra Tech is providing the USCG with technical assistance in preparation of the EIS. The 
USCG has designated Tetra Tech as the non-Federal representative for consultation purposes for 
this action. 

Thank you for your assistance; we look forward to working with your office on this project. If 
you have any questions about the proposed Liberty application, or about the EIS, you may 
contact Mr. Brad McKitrick ofmy staff at (202) 372-1443. 

C.E. Borland 
Acting Chief, 
Deepwater Ports Standards Division 
U.S. Coast Guard 
By direction 

Sincerely, 

4 
Tracey L. Ford 
Acting Director, Office of Deepwater 
Ports and Offshore Activities 
Maritime Administration 

Copy: Mr. John Bullard, Regional Administrator, NMFS Northeast Region 
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U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Steven Papa 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Long Island Field Office 
340 Smith Road 
Shirley, NY 11967 

3g~~~1~~~~~,~~~~i 
~-- l L.; (; ·; ; ( f 

i tJ 

2100 Second Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Symbol: CG-OES-4 
Phone: (202) 372-1444 
Fax: (202) 372-1926 
Email: Curtis.E.Borland@uscg.mil 

16613 

AUG 0 R 2013 

Subject: REQUEST FOR INFORMAL CONSULTATION- LIBERTY NATURAL GAS LLC 
DEEPWATER PORT (USCG-2013-0363) 

Dear Mr. Papa: 

On September 28, 2012, Liberty Natural Gas LLC (Liberty) submitted an application to own, 
construct, and operate a deepwater port (DWP). The proposed port would be located in Federal 
waters approximately 17 nautical miles southeast of Jones Beach, New York, approximately 24 
nautical miles east of Long Branch, New Jersey, and about 27 nautical miles from the entrance to 
New York Harbor, in a water depth of approximately 103 feet. 

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) would be delivered from purpose-built LNG regasification vessels, 
vaporized on site, and delivered through two Submerged Turret Loading Buoys (STL Buoys), 
flexible riser/umbilical, subsea pipeline and lateral pipelines to a buried 19 nautical mile subsea 
Mainline connecting to the existing Transco Lower New York Bay Lateral in New York State 
waters approximately 2.2 nautical miles south of Long Beach, New York and 13 nautical miles 
east ofNew Jersey. The buoys would be lowered to rest on a landing pad when not in use and 
would also include a pile-anchored mooring array. The Liberty deepwater license application is 
available for viewing and downloading from the Federal Docket Management Facility site at 
http://www.regulations.gov, Docket Number "USCG-2013-0363''. 

As stated in our Notice oflntent, dated June 24, 2013, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and 
Maritime Administration (MARAD) are preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as 
part of the processing of Liberty's license application. Past experience in analyzing the 
construction and operation of similarly situated deepwater ports leads us to make a preliminary 
conclusion that construction and operation of the Port Ambrose deepwater port may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect, species listed as threatened or endangered, or designated critical 
habitat, under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). However, we intend to fully analyze these 
matters in the EIS and look forward to your assistance in validating the data that is gathered. 1 

The EIS is being prepared in accordance with the provisions of the Deepwater Port Act of 1974, 
as amended (33 U.S.C. §1501 et seq.); the National Environmental Policy Act 42 (U.S.C. § 4321 
et seq.), as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 C.F.R. §§ 
1500-1508); USCG Commandant Instruction M16475.1D (National Environmental Policy Act 

1 If the analysis shows that there may be an adverse affect on listed species or critical habitat, the EIS would be 
submitted as our Biological Assessment/Evaluation of the proposed action to initiate formal consultation. 



Subj: REQUEST FOR INFORMAL CONSULTATION- 16613 
LIBERTY NATURAL GAS LLC DEEPWATER PORT (USCG-2013-0363) 

Implementing Procedures and Policy for Considering Environmental Impacts); Department of 
Homeland Security Directive 023-01 Environmental Planning program; and other appropriate 
and applicable regulations. 

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as amended, we seek to 
informally consult with your office regarding the presence of federally-listed threatened and 
endangered species and critical habitat that may be affected by the Proposed Action. To fully 
assess the potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action, we request you provide us with 
a list of threatened and endangered species and designated critical habitat that occurs within the 
Region of Influence (ROI). 

We will also consult with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Fisheries Protected Resources Division, regarding the presence of federally-listed threatened and 
endangered species and designated critical habitat under their jurisdiction and with NOAA 
Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division regarding essential fish habitat (EFH) 

Tetra Tech is providing the USCG with technical assistance in preparation of the EIS. Tl)e 
USCG has designated Tetra Tech as the non-Federal representative for consultation purposes for 
this action. 

Thank you for your assistance, we look forward to working with your office on this project If 
you have any questions about the proposed Liberty application or about the EIS, you may contact 
Mr. Brad McKitrick ofmy staff at (202) 372-1443. 

C.E. Borland 
Acting Chief 
Deepwater Ports Standards Division 
U.S. Coast Guard 
By direction 

2 

Tracey L. Ford 
Acting Director, Office of Deepwater 
Ports and Offshore Activities 
Maritime Administration 



Tracey L. Ford, Acting Director 
Office of Deepwater Ports and 
Offshore Activities 
Maritime Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE, W23-323 (MAR-530) 
Washington, DC 20590 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
NORTHEAST REGION 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

AUG l 2 2013 

C.E. Borland, Acting Chief 
Deepwater Ports Standards Division 
United States Coast Guard 
21 00 Second Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 

Re: Liberty Natural Gas, LLC Deepwater Port (USCG-2013-0363) 

Dear Mr. Borland and Ms. Ford, 

This is in response to your letter dated August 8, 2013, regarding Liberty Natural Gas, LLC's, 
proposal to own, construct, and operate a deepwater port (Port Ambrose) in the Atlantic Ocean, 
approximately 17 nautical miles southeast of Jones Beach, New York; approximately 24 nautical 
miles east of Long Branch, Nev·.r Jersey; and approximately 27 nautical miles from the entrance 
to New York Harbor. You have requested information on the presence of species listed by 
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in the project area. 

The following Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed species under NOAA's NMFS are likely to 
occur in the proposed project area: 

Species 

Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment (DPS) 
of Atlantic Sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) 

New York Bight DPS of Atlantic sturgeon 

Chesapeake Bay DPS of Atlantic sturgeon 

Carolina DPS of Atlantic sturgeon 

South Atlantic DPS of Atlantic sturgeon 

Northwest Atlantic Ocean DPS of loggerhead 
sea turtle (Caretta caretta) 

Kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi) 

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) 

Status 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Endangered 



Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) Endangered 

North Atlantic Right Whales (Eubalaena glacialis) Endangered 

Humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) Endangered 

Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus) Endangered 

Listed species of Atlantic sturgeon may be present in the project area year round, while listed 
species of sea turtles are known to be present in the waters of New York and New Jersey from 
May through November, with the highest concentration of sea turtles present from June to 
October. The federally endangered North Atlantic right, humpback, and fin whales, are 
seasonally present in the waters offNew York and New Jersey. These species of whales use the 
nearshore, coastal waters of the Atlantic Ocean as a migration route to and from calving and 
foraging grounds. Humpback and fin whales primarily occur in the waters of New York and 
New Jersey during the spring, summer and fall months, while the North Atlantic right whale 
primarily occur in these waters from November 1 through April30, although transient right 
whales can be present outside of this time frame. Additionally, during the November 1 through 
April 30 timeframe, a seasonal management area (SMA) has been designated for North Atlantic 
right whales within a 20-nautical mile radius (as measured seaward from the COLREGS lines) of 
the entrance to the Ports ofNew York and New Jersey (located at 40°29'42.2"N and 
073°55'57.6"W). Vessels 65 feet or greater in overall length transiting through the SMA at this 
time are restricted to 1 0 knots or less to protect right whales in their migratory routes. 1 As the 
proposed project will cross waters of the SMA, please be aware of these regulations should your 
proposed project occur during the months ofNovember 1 through April 30. 

Conclusion 
As listed species are likely to be present in the action area of this project, a consultation, pursuant 
to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, may be necessary. As you may 
know, any discretionary federal action, such as the approval or funding of a project by a Federal 
agency, that may affect a listed species must undergo consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. If the proposed project has the potential to 
affect listed species and it is being approved, permitted or funded by a Federal agency, the lead 
Federal agency, or their designated non-Federal representative, is responsible for determining 
whether the proposed action is likely to affect this species. The Federal agency would submit 
their determination along with justification for their determination and a request for concurrence, 
to the attention of the Endangered Species Coordinator, NMFS Northeast Regional Office, 
Protected Resources Division, 55 Great Republic Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930. After reviewing 
this information, NMFS would then be able to conduct a consultation under Section 7 of the 

1 For more information on this SMA, see 
http://www .nmfs.noaa. gov /pr/pdfs/ ship strike/ compliance guide.pdf. 
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ESA. Should you have any questions about these comments or about the Section 7 consultation 
process in general; please contact Danielle Palmer (978-282-8468; Danielle.Palmer@noaa.gov). 

EC: Palmer, NMFS/PRD 
R1,1sanowsky, Boelke NMFS/HCD 

File Code: St;c 7 technical assistance 2013- Port Ambrose LNG 

'fll /-J 
Sincerely, ~"' 

@ v' , t __..,. -/&-t I ·~'<-rrtrf::?J~~-
f,r-Mary A. Colligan 

Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Protected Resources 
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April 7, 2014 
 
 
Mr. William Brian Yates 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
New York Division for Historic Preservation 
NYS OPRHP 
Peebles Island Resource Center 
Delaware Avenue 
Cohoes, New York 12047 
 
Subject: Deepwater Port License Application 
  Liberty Natural Gas LLC, Port Ambrose Deepwater Port 
  Federal Waters off of New York and New Jersey 
  OPRHP PR#: 12PR00425 
  Project Update 
 
Dear Mr. Yates: 
 

As Third Party consultant to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), which is preparing an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) in coordination with the Maritime Administration 
(MARAD) as part of the environmental review of the Port Ambrose Deepwater Port license 
application, I wanted to inform you of a Project modification. The application describes an 
offshore natural gas deepwater port facility that would be in the New York Bight. Pursuant to the 
criteria provided by the Deepwater Port Act of 1974, as amended, (33 U.S.C. §§1501 et seq.), 
both New Jersey and New York are the Adjacent Coastal States for this application.  
 

As I described to you by letter of September 24, 2013, Port Ambrose would consist of 
two submerged turret loading buoys located in Federal waters approximately 17 nautical miles 
southeast of Jones Beach, New York, 24 nautical miles east of Long Branch, New Jersey, and 
about 27 nautical miles from the entrance to New York Harbor in a water depth of approximately 
103 feet.   
 

It has been identified that the proposed pipeline would cross an extant non-regulated 
Anchorage Area for a distance of 3.1 miles (Figure 1) from milepost 17 to milepost 20.1.  In 
order to protect the proposed pipeline in this area, Liberty Natural Gas, LLC (Liberty) proposes 
to bury the pipeline in the Anchorage Area at a greater depth than originally proposed.  The 
anticipated depth for the top of the pipeline in this area would be 7 feet with the trenching 
disturbance for pipeline installation limited to 10 feet. 

 



 
  
 
Page 2 of 2 
Mr. William Brian Yates 
April 7, 2014 
 

Tetra Tech 
 

The USCG has received a letter from Liberty’s contractor confirming that surveys were 
performed in accordance with “The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archeology and Historic Preservation” (48 FR 44716), the Abandoned Shipwrecks Act of 1987 
(43 U.S.C. 2101-2106), and the archeological resources field survey and reporting guidelines 
established by the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Ocean Energy Management.  

 
Assessments were conducted utilizing remote sensing, sedimentological, and geo-

chronological data. The subbottom profiler was generally able to achieve high-resolution sub-
surface data collection to depths of 5-20 feet. Core samples were also collected from the upper 
10-15 feet of the seabed. Although three paleochannels were identified, Liberty’s contractor 
concluded that there is a low potential for the preservation of intact prehistoric archeological 
sites in the area due to site destruction processes. 
 

The USCG is requesting confirmation from your office that Liberty’s contractor has 
conducted all necessary survey work in this area and that no further survey work is required. 
Should you have any questions or concerns about the Project and this modification, you may 
reach me by telephone at (973) 630-8104, by e-mail at sydne.marshall.@tetratech.com, or by 
mail at my letterhead address, or Mr. Tim Feehan, Tetra Tech Project Manager, at 617-443-7521 
(timothy.feehan@tetratech.com). 
 

Thank you for your attention.   
 
 

Sincerely, 
 

  
 

Sydne B. Marshall, Ph.D., RPA 
Cultural Resources Lead 

 
Enclosure: Figure 1 
   
cc: Brian Yates (NYSHPO) 

Roddy Bachman (USCG) 
 Curtis Borland (USCG) 
 Bradley McKitrick (USCG) 
 Tracey Ford (MARAD) 
 Wade Moorefield (MARAD) 
 Tim Feehan (Tetra Tech) 
 Sean Sparks (Tetra Tech) 
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